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Abstract
Commonly used analytic and holistic formats for rubrics have significant limitations in their
potential to yield meaningful feedback to students. This inhibits students’ potential to improve
their work. Consistent with the recommendation of the Gordon Commission for the Future of
Assessment in Education that the focus of assessment shift from accountability to improvement,
this research presents one easily-implemented step toward that goal. An alternative rubric format
that is designed to provide meaningful feedback to students in order to trigger necessary learning
and improvement is illustrated, and feedback from students on its utility is documented. The
alternative rubric format, which focuses on “Areas for Improvement” or “AFIs,” has shown initial
success in targeting instructional improvements, but student perceptions of utility have not been
sought previously. This article explores those student perceptions. The sample included 38
masters’ level students from one institution who had completed complex product assessments, and
14 students from a different university who had completed only a simple discussion forum,
totalling 50 graduate students. Results indicate that graduate level teacher education students are
highly satisfied with the approach regardless of whether it is applied to major product assessments
or simple tasks. This indicates that the format can be used for multiple types of performance and
product assessments of varying levels of complexity. Respondents have also indicated support for
attempting this technique in their own K-12 classrooms – a future area for exploration.
Keywords: rubrics, quality improvement, assessment
Recommended Citation: Wilkerson, J. R., & Lang, W. S. (2021). Rubrics that systematically
identify areas for improvement. In W. B. James, C. Cobanoglu, & M. Cavusoglu (Eds.),
Advances in global education and research (Vol. 4, pp. 1–12). USF M3 Publishing.
https://www.doi.org/10.5038/9781955833042
Introduction
We believe that, with a simple shift in perception, we can begin to re-envision assessment not just as a tool
for measuring students and sorting them along a hierarchy for the purposes of holding students, teachers,
and even entire school systems accountable, but instead as a tool to help us understand the processes of
teaching and learning and to improve the quality of our educational interventions—so that we may enable
all students to develop to the full extent of their native-born ability (Gordon & Rajagoalan, 2016, p.2).

The Gordon Commission on the Future of Assessment in Education was created to consider the
nature and content of American education in this century and how assessment could be used
effectively to support teaching, learning, and human development (Gordon Commission, 2013).
The Commission’s work set the stage for new forms of assessment that improve learning rather
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than focusing on whether or not learning occurred by quantifying (well or poorly) how much of it
happened.
Many have recognized that the high-stakes testing and accountability movement has resulted in a
lack of attention to improvement of instruction resulting from regular assessment of student
knowledge and skills. Brookhart (2013) and Elliott and Kahl (2014) argue strongly for formative
use. Baker and Gordon (2014) reaffirmed the need for a transformation of assessment purpose
and use to address this troublesome issue. Glover et al (2016) noted that summative data is
collected late in the academic year and therefore of little use for formative purposes. Maki (2017)
is among those who have made a strong case for actionable feedback in post-secondary, as well.
The issue is also important for meeting accreditation requirements related to both quality assurance
and quality improvement, and this is a challenge that spans the educational system at all levels
(Wilkerson, 2019b).
Solomon (as cited in Burke, 2011) concluded that: “It is the analytical potential of rubrics, their
ability to pinpoint specific gaps or deficiencies, that may be most useful to the school improvement
process” (p. 63). In the literature review that follows, the types and formats of rubrics will be
described, followed by some design challenges faced by instructors at all educational levels who
wish to use rubrics to as one vehicle to transform assessment from its focus on accountability to
feedback for improving learning.
Literature
Rubrics and Rubric Formats
In assessment methods other than traditional tests (e.g., projects, case analyses, essays, portfolios,
and live performances), students’ work cannot be evaluated with complete objectivity. Rubrics
have been used as an alternative and effective approach to achieve reliable and valid scores
regarding students’ performances since the early 1990s (Montgomery, 2002; Reddy, 2011), and
the literature on rubrics has grown exponentially. Dawson (2017) traced the history of scholarship
on rubrics, noting the publication of hundreds of papers each year with the 5000th paper in 2013.
In a recent quick search in ERIC (Proquest) with “rubric” in the title and “design,” “development,”
or “format” also in the title, nearly 80,000 results surfaced. There is no dirth of literature on
rubrics, but there remain limited sources on specific formats of use across disciplinary and
educational level lines.
The Standards of Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, NCME, 2014) define
rubrics as “the established criteria, including rules, principles, and illustrations, used in scoring
constructed responses to individual tasks and clusters of tasks” (p. 223). A “rubric” in education
literature is commonly understood as an assessment tool that is used to describe and score
observable qualitative differences in performances. It captures the essence of performance in
academic tasks by “listing the criteria, of what counts, and describing levels of quality from
excellent to poor” (Andrade & Du, 2005, p. 1).
There are also many textbook definitions of rubrics, and they usually describe the necessity or
process for developing a coherent set of criteria and levels of performance that ostensibly will lead
to high quality judgments and feedback (Arter & McTighe, 2001; Nitko & Brookhart, 2008),
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whether they are used formatively or summatively and whether they are formatted in holistic or
analytic style. Students’ need to envision improvements based on descriptive feedback in order to
maximize their learning (Arter & McTighe, 2001; Brookhart, 2007; Earl, 2013; Elliott & Kahl,
2014; Stiggins, 2001, 2014; Panadero & Johnson, 2013; Popham, 1997; Wiggins, 1998). Maki
(2017, cited in Wilkerson, 2019b) wrote:
Across all conditions, feedback—especially when it is prompt and focused on specific, clearly defined
behaviors—is the most powerful tool teachers, coaches, mentors, advisers, and students themselves have at
their disposition to improve performance (p. i).

Holistic rubrics result in a single score or rating for an entire product or performance, resulting in
a general impression about the quality of work. Analytic rubrics, on the other hand, yield an overall
score that is subdivided into specific criteria, each of which is judged and scored separately and
then summed. Holistic rubrics are thought to be best for judging simple products or performances,
allowing for a quick snapshot of overall quality when detailed analysis is not viewed as important.
The result is that they are less useful for diagnostic purposes (Wilkerson et al, 2018; Wilkerson,
2019a,b; Wilkerson, 2021).
Analytic rubrics provide more specific feedback and are generally recommended for classroom,
while holistic rubrics are typically used in standardized testing, particularly in the area of writing
assessments (Arter & McTighe, 2001; Nitko & Brookhart, 2008; Popham, 1997; Wilkerson,
2019b). The authors of the Joint Standards (AERA, APA, NCME, 2014) note “because the
analytic procedure can provide information on a number of critical dimensions, it potentially
provides valuable diagnostic information, lending itself to evaluating strengths and weaknesses of
test takers” (p. 79). Reddy and Andrade (2010) concluded:
Rubrics are often used by teachers to grade student work, but many authors argue that they can serve
another, more important, role as well: when used by students as part of the formative assessment of their
works in progress, rubrics can teach as well as evaluate (p. 437).

What rubrics can do and what they actually do are two different things; the design challenge is
discussed next.
The Rubric Design Challenge
One of the major flaws related to writing rubrics is lack of clarity in meaningfully differentiating
between performance levels; descriptions of rubric development that specify how levels should be
written are rare (Reddy, 2011). The analytic rubric format, used most typically in the classroom
throughout the K-20 system, provides for every characteristic (or sub-criterion) included in a
criterion to rise and fall in quality levels from one proficiency level (or cell in a matrix) to the next
(Wilkerson, 2019a,b; Wilkerson, 2021). In other words, all of the sub-criteria in a cell rated as
excellent are excellent; all begin to degrade in the next rating level; all degrade even more as
ratings become lower until finally everything is either missing or of poor quality. This process
ignores the reality that performance on sub-criteria may not be consistently high or low. Some
characteristics may be good, while others may be bad. Words like “or,” “may,” or “most” are
used, adding even more difficulty to raters needing to decide which deficits occurred and which
did not.
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Not only do these deficits in the rubrics become a difficulty for raters, but students, too, do not
know what was actually weak or good in their work. As the problem compounds, aggregated data
(e.g., group means) provide even less insight on specific areas for improvement, so both
instructional personnel and their students cannot make valid decisions about what they need to
target for improvement (Wilkerson et al 2018; Wilkerson, 2019a,b; Wilkerson, 2021).
Humphry and Heldsinger (2014) concluded that while rubrics are often seen as providing rich
information about complex skills, the design features present widespread threats to validity. While
these researchers sought a resolution to the problem that focusses on large scale testing and a better
(more valid) score for accountability related decisions, their solution is not applicable to the
classroom assessment process and does little to help with the feedback issue or assessment FOR
learning, as recommended by the Gordon Commission (2013). They sought only to vary the
number of proficiency levels (or ratings) per criterion without addressing the content of those
levels -- the problem of all high, medium, or low within a given rating category.
Multiple assessment text authors have suggested strategies to improve the effectiveness of rubrics,
and each of these attends to the leveling problem just described. Linn and Gronlund (1995) were
first almost three decades ago, suggesting that assessment developers list potential minor and
major flaws. This idea did not take hold then, and it was tested in an early phase of this research.
The term “flaw” was perceived as too negative, so faculty resisted the idea of focusing on deficits
entirely, as it was too negative an approach, discouraging students. Linn and Gronlund (1995) did
not address the issue of how to differentiate minor from major, which was another important
problem in terms or reliability.
Linn and Gronlund’s (1995) idea re-surfaced almost a decade later. Mertler (2003) suggested that
the rating process begin with a definition of expectations for exemplary performance. suggesting
that “errors” rather than “flaws” be identified and major/minor distinctions be stated explicitly.
The general idea of specificity in the rubric, though, was quite similar. Again, almost another
decade later, Thorndike and Thorndike-Christ (2010), suggested replacing lengthy trait description
definitions with a list of specific behaviors. Stiggins (2017), too, in his discussions of rubrics,
noted the need to identify which details were mastered, adding the positive focus of mastery.
A generally set of excellent ideas remained untested in the literature for nearly a quarter of a
century from 1995 to 2019. Wilkerson (2019a,b) broke that cycle, suggesting “Areas for
Improvement” (AFIs) as a new rubric format. She used Mertler’s (2003) idea of starting by
articulating expectations of excellence in “the expected performance” statements. Major and
minor deficiencies were noted as the AFIs, with the problem of differentiating minor and major
(Linn & Gronlund, 1995; Mertler, 2003) resolved by quantifying them in the proficiency levels.
The lengthy trait descriptions were omitted (Thorndike & Thorndike-Christ, 2010), used for only
the highest level of performance (Mertler, 2003) and then broken down into specific behaviors
(Thorndike and Thorndike-Christ, 2010). The negativity of the “flaws” problem was resolved with
the more pro-active “areas for improvement,” consistent with the quality improvement focus in
the accreditation field (Wilkerson, 2019b). The utility for program improvement was tested by
Wilkerson (2021) with the finding that systematic analysis of frequently occurring AFIs generated
modifications in instructional design which, in turn, resulted in improved performance across
students in subsequent semesters. The next question that remains unanswered is whether or not
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students find AFIs to be of individual benefit in targeting their own successful performances. That
is the subject of this research.
Problem Statement and Purpose
Rubrics typically used to make summative decisions about student progression rarely provide
students or teachers with information about potential pitfalls before work is submitted or about
deficits in learning demonstrated in submitted work. Whether rubrics are analytic (using multiple
ratings summed for a total score) or holistic (a single rating or score), they do not yield sufficient
detail to improve student work in a meaningful way. Instead, they limit the diagnosis and feedback
opportunities so necessary for success (Arter & McTighe, 2001; Nitko & Brookhart, 2007;
Popham, 1997), since multiple sub-traits are always embedded in a rating or score. This deficit
causes users to miss an important opportunity for student success, and the problem is experienced
throughout the K-20 educational system. The use of AFIs has potential for solving this problem,
and, although there is preliminary evidence that instruction can be improved prior to assessment,
there have been no studies of whether the use of AFIs is perceived by students as helpful in
preventing errors or deficiencies in their performance.
The purpose of this research is to describe perceptions of master’s level students enrolled in
measurement and research courses as part of their master’s degrees. Two different levels of
complexity were tested – complex assignments (critical tasks in the degree program) and a simple
assignment (a routine discussion forum). The overarching research questions were:
•
•

Do practicing teachers find the AFI rubric useful?
Is the acceptance rate different for minor and major assessments?

Methods
This research is one segment of a larger study of the design and utility of a new rubric technique.
Here, the specific methodology is survey. It is relatively simple survey, designed only to get the
initial perceptions of students experiencing the method regarding its utility and to obtain feedback
on strengths, weaknesses, and suggestions for improvement. Since this rubric format is quite
different from those typically used, it is important to track whether or not it works well for students.
Selected response items (true/false) and constructed response items were both used (Fink, 2017).
Selected response items were analyzed with the number and percent for both choices obtained;
constructed response items were analyzed using descriptive coding to identify themes (Saldana,
2014). Sample, data collection, and empirical model will be discussed.
Sample
The survey was administered to 38 master’s candidates at one university and 38 master’s
candidates at the second university. Students were taking similar courses in educational
measurement and research. Students at the first university based their responses on the completion
of complex assessment tasks in Foundations of Research (EDF 6481, n=32) and Foundations of
Measurement (EDF 6432, n=6), while students at the second university based their responses on
posts to a graded discussion forum in Foundations of Research (EDF 6481, n=14). All students
were enrolled in a master’s program in education; students in the first university’s EDF 6481 were
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enrolled in an accelerated seven-week semester, while the others were enrolled in the traditional
15-week semester.
Data Collection
The following five true/false questions were asked for both populations.
•
•
•
•
•

1: The lists of "Areas for Improvement" (AFIs) on the rubrics helped me to complete the
critical task.
2: I checked my work against the AFIs prior to submission.
3: If I lost points on a criterion, the AFIs helped me to see what I missed and why. (Do
not respond if you had a perfect score.)
4: If I had to revise my work, the AFIs helped me know what to fix. (Do not respond if
you did not need to revise your work.) (OR “The AFIs will help me to understand course
expectations better for the next discussion or activity.”)
5: I would consider using the AFIs in rubrics I create for my classroom.

Three constructed response items were only used in the first university only, since the second
researcher has not yet used the AFI technique for critical task assessment. Question #8 was used
at both universities. The questions were:
•
•
•
•

6: What did you like most about the AFI rubrics?
7: What did you like least about the AFI rubrics?
8: What recommendations to improve the AFI rubrics do you have?
9: If you want to try using the AFIs in your classroom, would you be willing to work with
Dr. Wilkerson in the future on this? If so, what are you thinking about doing and how
would you like to do it together?

Empirical Model: The AFI Technique
The AFI technique deviates from the traditional analytic rubric format by specifying only the
expected performance at its highest level regardless of the number of proficiency levels. In that
respect, it models faculty expectations that students will do excellent work and succeed; only
exceptions are noted. The major difference in this rubric format is that the intermediate and lowest
levels are not articulated. Instead, the expected performance is deconstructed into a list of traits
that can be highlighted if they are inadequate and classified as minor or major in relation to their
contribution to mastery demonstration. The number and severity of AFIs drives the decision about
the earned proficiency level.
In this study, the AFI model was tested on two types of assessments. At one university, students
completed two complex summative assessments, designated as “critical tasks” (Wilkerson and
Lang, 2007); proficiency level ratings were necessary because of the many criteria assessed. At
the other university, students completed a simple weekly assignment – a posting in a discussion
forum. Only points needed to be provided.
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For the critical tasks, proficiency levels and their descriptors were as follows:
• 4=Excellent: The student has met all aspects of the expected performance, demonstrating
mastery of the concept. There may be one minor area for improvement, but no major
areas of improvement were found. The student has the skills necessary to be an effective
teacher or leader.
• 3=Good. The student has met most aspects of the expected performance, demonstrating
sufficient mastery of the concept. There may be 2 or 3 minor areas for improvement but
no major areas of improvement were found.
• 2=Needs Improvement: The student has met some aspects of the expected performance,
demonstrating limited mastery of the concept. There may be 2 or 3 minor areas for
improvement but no major areas of improvement were found. The student has the skills
necessary to be an effective teacher or leader and will remediate the AFIs independently
with practice.
• 1=Unsatisfactory. The student has met some aspects of the expected performance,
demonstrating limited mastery of the concept, but there are multiple problems in the work.
There are 4 or more minor areas for improvement or one major area of improvement
found. The student has limited skills necessary to be an effective teacher or leader and
will likely need support on this element.
• .0=Missing. (No response provided.)
The rubrics are provided to students in a seven-column format, which includes the criterion name
(for easy reference purposes), the expected performance (a paragraph), the criteria (listed and
numbered), the AFIs (minor and major), a weighting factor, and points. In the AFI column, the
numbers of the criteria are listed under the relevant minor/major column.
In both the Foundations of Measurement class, one of the two critical tasks requires students to
create assessment instruments, including binary items for a traditional test. The criterion is labeled
or named “Binary Items.” The expected performance reads: “Three binary response items are
written. The cognitive skill tested is specified and is aligned with the items. Directions are clearly
written for the students. The items follow proper item writing rules. At least one item has a correct
response of false. Answers are provided.” That expected performance is then broken down into
six specific criteria that can be listed as AFIs. They are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

1:
2:
3:
4:
5:
6:

There are 3 binary response items.
The cognitive skill tested is specified correctly.
The cognitive skill is aligned with the item.
Directions are clear.
Item(s) are written in accordance with proper item writing rules.
Answers are provided.

An example of the simpler rubric at the second institution illustrates a complete AFI rubric (based
on points only); whereas, the previous example was just a segment of a much larger task and rubric.
For this simpler tasks students receive directions followed by a list of AFIs. The example
directions are: “In the discussion forum, after reading the assigned article, give your definition of
the ‘Lake Wobegon Effect,’ and report if you have witnessed or experienced this effect in
Florida. Comment on other group members' posts when they are insightful to you. Be sure to
7
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check the list of “areas for Improvement” to make sure you get all 15 of your points. 1-2 points
will be deducted per AFI, depending on severity of the error.’ The list of AFIs is:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

1: An appropriate definition of the Lake Wobegon Effect is provided.
2: The definition makes use of the concepts presented by Cannell.
3: An experiential account is provided.
4: The experiential account is well related to the Effect.
5: There is at least one comment regarding other members’ posts.
6: The comment is original and does not duplicate what others have written in previous
comments.
7: The comment is technically accurate.

Findings for Research Question #1
The first research question asked if practicing teachers find the AFI rubric useful. The results from
the large critical tasks and the short discussion forum are presented separately and then compared.
Critical Task Survey Results
Across two different masters level classes with two different pairs of critical tasks, Foundations of
Measurement (EDF 6432) and Foundations of Research (EDF 6481), a total of 38 students
responded; one enrolled student did not respond. The questions and number of students responding
“true” are listed below.
•
•
•
•
•

1: The lists of “Areas for Improvement” (AFIs) on the rubrics helped me to complete the
critical task. (35 out of 38 responded true)
2: I checked my work against the AFIs prior to submission (36 out of 38 responded true).
3: If I lost points on a criterion, the AFIS helped me to see what I missed and why. (Do
not respond if you had a perfect score.) (33 out of 38 responded true; Most had perfect or
near perfect scores.)
4: If I had to revise my work, the AFIs helped me know what to fix. (Do not respond if
you did not need to revise your work.) (21 responded true; note that only 14 revised their
work.)
5: I would consider using the AFIs in rubrics I create for my classroom. (30 out of 38
responded true.)

For the constructed response items, the responses were coded descriptively with themes identified.
Results follow for each question:
Question 6: What Did You Like Most About the AFI Rubrics?
Of the 38 students, 33 responded and five did not. After an initial coding in eight categories, three
response themes or clusters emerged from the question about what students liked most about the
AFIs. Of these respondents, 14 commented on how the AFIs explained feedback and grades
including where points were deducted, provided guidance on how to make corrections, and helped
them learn from their mistakes. Another 14 comments clustered around clear expectations, stepby-step and specific guidance on how to present their work in ways that were easy to understand,
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precise, and organized. Five students specifically wrote about socio-emotional issues, noting the
opportunity to self-check, self-reflect, and self-evaluate, with two students noting that the feedback
was positive and gave them peace of mind.
Question 7: What Did You Like Least About the AFI Rubrics?
Of the 38 students, 27 responded and 11 did not. The need for coding for this question was limited.
Of those 27 students who responded, 18 either indicated “not applicable,” or “nothing that I can
think of,” or “great as is.” Three commented that they did not understand what they were supposed
to do or that it was initially overwhelming or a lot to process. The remainder of comments were
un-related to each other, including four comments about the lack of one-to-one correspondence
between the number of points available and the number of AFIs, the AFIs that were repeated across
criteria (e.g., followed item writing guidelines for each type of item), that students could get
different grades, and that some categories were narrow.
Question 8: What Recommendations to Improve the AFI Rubrics Do You Have?
Of the 38 students, 28 responded and 10 did not. Of those who responded, 19 indicated “not
applicable,” “nothing,” or “none.” There was no pattern to the remaining responses. Two students
commented on the need for more time (this was in the seven-week course), point values for each
AFI (2), more variety and simplification, relevance to content, and embedding the AFIs in the
assignment (which was done in green boxes.)
Question 9: If You Want to Try Using the AFIs in Your Classroom, Would You Be Willing to
Work With Dr. Wilkerson in the Future on This? If so, What Are You Thinking About Doing and
How Would You Like to Do It Together?
Of the 38 students, 26 responded and 12 did not. While some responded not applicable (5) and
others expressed concern that AFIs might not be appropriate for young children or SWDs (3); ten
expressed an interest in working with these authors to implement at their school.
Overall, the results of this survey are very positive, with 92% of the 33 respondents agreeing that
the AFI rubrics helped them to complete the critical tasks and 95% agreeing that they checked
their work against the AFIs prior to submission. Only 8% of those who lost points on the total
score or had to revise their work found the AFIs as not helpful in understanding what they missed,
why they missed it, or what they needed to do to revise their work. They commented that the AFIs
helped to clarify instructor expectations by providing step-by-step guidance, noting how AFIs
helped them to see the value in self-assessment – an important goal at any age. There was little
that they could name that was problematic, and they offered very few recommendations for
improvement. Less than 10% found the AFIs to be problematic in any way, and 26% expect to
use them in their own classrooms, although a number of students are in classes where they are not
as helpful (e.g., for young children and students with disabilities). Some were currently
unemployed.
One constructed response question was provided: “What recommendations to improve the AFI
rubrics do you have?” Of the 12 students responding to the survey, seven responded to this
question. Individual students stated that the AFI rubrics were understandable, solid, appreciated,
and very helpful. One student commented that s/he really like them and wished more teachers
9
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would use them. Students also commented individually that the wording was a little confusing,
more detail would be needed in some assignments, aesthetic appeal was missing, and there should
be a point value per AFI.
Discussion Forum Survey Results
Upon completion of the first discussion forum for the semester, students at the second university
were scored using a simplified version of the AFI rubric technique and then surveyed on their
perceptions in order to test this process at a different university and with a different type of task.
The true/false questions posed were the same as for the critical tasks in the first university with
one exception. Item 4, presented in italics, was modified slightly to fit this course. At the time of
this writing, 14 of the 38 students had responded to the survey. Support for the process was nearly
unanimous, as presented below.
•
•
•
•
•

1: The lists of “Areas for Improvement” (AFIs) on the rubrics helped me to complete the
discussion forum. (14 out of 14 responded true)
2: I checked my work against the AFIs prior to submission. (14 out of 14 responded true).
3: The AFIs helped me to see what I missed and why. (14 out of 14 responded true).
4: The AFIs will help me to understand course expectations better for the next discussion
or activity. (14 out of 14 responded true.)
5: I would consider using the AFIs in rubrics I create for my classroom. (13 out of 14
responded true)

One constructed response question was provided: “What recommendations to improve the AFI
rubrics do you have?” Of the 12 students responding to the survey, seven responded to this
question. Individual students stated that the AFI rubrics were understandable, solid, appreciated,
and very helpful. One student commented that s/he really like them and wished more teachers
would use them. Students also commented individually that the wording was a little confusing,
more detail would be needed in some assignments, aesthetic appeal was missing, and there should
be a point value per AFI.
Findings for Research Question #2
The second research question asked if the level of acceptance is different for minor and major
assessments. At the first University, because a different type of task was used and questions
allowed for students not to respond based on their assessment results (i.e., need to revise), the
number of students responding “false” is the most appropriate comparison. In the first university,
the percent of false responses remained 3% or less for all questions other than use in their own
classroom, which was 7%. This higher percent was explained in the constructed response
questions based on perceptions that the technique would be less appropriate for young children
and Students With Disabilities. Hence, support for the process was nearly unanimous in the first
university and unanimous in the second university. No difference was detected, and no statistical
inference test was applied.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
Not surprisingly, students crave a clarity in the grading that they do not get in the traditional rubric
format or the simple points assignment process. The AFI format was found to be highly useful to
the graduate students surveyed -- both as learners and teachers especially as tested in an online
environment. It guides students in self-assessment that leads to improved initial performance.
Although untested in this research, the AFI technique likely has more impact on students’
understanding and internalization of course objectives than just reading the objectives alone.
Many have expressed interest in testing it in their own K-12 classrooms, particularly at the middle
and high school levels. This strategy for rubric design appears to have promise in higher education,
as well.
In the future, teachers who test the AFI format should systematically track the response patterns
of their students and determine if the format was helpful to them in targeting improvements both
at the student and program levels. A variety of school settings in elementary, middle, secondary,
and post-secondary should be used to accomplish this task.
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